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November 1,2005 11:OO AM 

Senator (korge Allen 
U.S. Senate 
204 I<usscll Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Ke: Federal-State Joint Board on ulll -.,. 

Dear Stnnlor Allen: 

I ha \ e  serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friend\, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newslettcri and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will GO:;: more. And accgrding to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a tlat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect thohe in your constituency. 

Thank yoii for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sinccrelq 

David Stxiihrd 

cc: 
The t.ederal Communications Commission 



. I, 
Vicki Smith .. - ,.l 
114 Springer Dr., Gdlrey ,  IL 62035 

, . . .  . ; ,_; j 

N-mber 1,2W 1133 AM 

Senator Barack Obema 
US.Senate 
713 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, E€ 20510-OOO1 

Subject RsFederal-State Joint Boardon U n i v e d  SewiceCC Docket 96-43 

Dear Senator Obama: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Sellrice 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and ne&rs, 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairchange proposed by t h e K C .  

As you know,USFiscurrentlycollfftedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhowemorepay moreintothesystem. If theKCchanges  
that systemtoaflatfee,that meansthat someonewhouaesonethousandminutesamonthof 1ongdistance.paystheMme 
amount into the Lndassomeonewhousesrerominutesof loagdiatancea month. Constituentswhouse theirlimitedresourca. 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee  taxcouldcausemany lmv-lumelong distanceusen,likeestudents,prepaidwirel~u~~seniordtirensandlow- 
income residential and rural -sumem, to give up their phones due to unaflordabe monthlg increases on their billa. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfromhighmlume tolow-volumeusenis~adicalandunneceauuy. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small busin-s all acrm America 
TheKeepUSFFairGdition,of whichlam amember, keepsmeinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todateinformationon theirw~ite,i.cludinglinkr toKCinformation. Whilelamawarethat federallawdoes not require 
companiestorecove,,or"~along"thesefeestothei,custome,*,the~~ity is that they do. AsaconsumerlwouldlikeensureI 
amchayedfairly. IftheFCCgoestoanumben~~myservicewillcwtmo~e. Anda-~diningtotheGdition'sr-nt 
meetingswithtopKCofficials,theKChasplanatochangetoaflatfeesystemsmnandwithoutlegislation. 

lwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandrontinuetosp~mdthewordtomycommunity. Irequest  you^ 

alongmy co~cemrtotheKConmybehalf,lettingthemknowhowaflatfrrtaxcoulddisp~opo~ionately affect thaaein your 
constituency. 

~ a n k y o u f o ~ y o u ~ ~ o n t i n u e d w o ~ k a n d l l ~ k f o ~ ~ ~ d  tohearingoboutsoulpositionontbismattel. 

Sincerely, 

Vicki Smith 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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David Miller I-- , . ,  ;;, '_ 

41 People's Line Road, Somerset, NJ 08873 ! 

Novbmber 1,2005 1 1 :O 1 AM 

Senator Jon Corzine 
U.S. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance xsers, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and mal consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it w9uI.d have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Miller 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Ander Crenshaw 

Dear Representative Crenshaw: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

DiC 3 0 2005 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Perry 

cc: 
The Federal Comunications'Cotiunission 
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Todd Adamec 
728 Aurora street, Lancaster, NY 14086 k 
Senator Hillary Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resouxes wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Todd Adamec 

cc: 
The Federal Communicaticns Codmission: 
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John Dawsun 
164 Santa Maria, Mabank, TX 75156-9175 

Representative Jeb Hensarling 

! 

DEC 3 0 2005 I 
I 

U.S. House of Representatives 
132 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hensatding: 

I have serious coiicet-us regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) posiiion to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FC.C. 

As you know, USF is currcntly collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that systcm to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the sanic amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could causc many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residcntial and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting thc hiding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users i s  radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ail across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to tlatc information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not requirc companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumcr I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee systcni soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor dcvelopments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along niy coiiccriis to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constii~iel~cy. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Dawson 

cc: 
FCC General Email 13ox 
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j&m.utin I - 
4925 forest hill irene rd 4925 forest hill irene rd, memphis, TN 58125 ULL 3 V LUUJ 1 

I 

Senator Bill Frist 
U.S.Senate 
5C"art SenateOfficehi lding 
Washington, DC 2051O-OoO1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Frist 

I have seriousconcerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissioni (FCC)psition tochange the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents. including me, my friends, familg and  ne&an. 
willbenegatively impacted by theunfairchangepropsedby theFCC. 

~youicnow,USFiacurrentlycollectedonarevenuebasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. J l  theFCCchanges 
t h a t s y s t e m t o a f l a t f e t h a t  means that someonewhousesonetho-ndminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who me their limited rmources 
wisely should not be penalized fordoing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelongdista~ceuaen,l~students,prepaidwirelmsusers,seniorcitiEenrandlow- 
income residential and rural consumen. to give up their phones d u e  to unaffordable monthlg increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecemry. In addition, it would have a 
h e h l y  detrimental effect on small busin- all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCcdition,of whichIamamember,keepsmeinfo~edabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to date information on theirwebsite, including l i n k  to FCC infomation. While I am aware that federal law d m  not require 
companiestorecovel;or"passalong'thesef-totheircustomen.thereality is that they do. ksaconsumerIwouldlikeensure1 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCem t o a n u m b e m t a d , m y  servicewillcost more. Aodaccordi- totheCoalitionhrecent 
meetings with topFCCofficials, theFCChas plans to change to a flat fee system coon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~dwelopmentson theissueandcontinuetospreadthewordtomy community. Irequest youpass 
alongmyconcemstotheFCCo~mybekall,lettingthem knowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddisprorortionatelyalfedthaseinyour 
constituency. 

Thenkyouforyourcontinuedworkandllookforwa~dtoheeringabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

john maitin 

cc: 
The FederalalCommunicationa Commission 
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Russell Beckley 
920 N. Washington Av. , North Platte, NE 69101-2 

Representative Tom Osborne 

November 30,2005 10:45 PM 
--..-..- 

US. House of Representatives 
507 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

, , . , .-  I /  ~.., ;,, . , ~ ,  ? 
&y.Representative Osbome: 

I ,, .i, , I ,  , ,. c.,4 

I have Ferious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, f a q l y  and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to nnaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do, As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes tn  a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thmk you for you: contkced -work and I !oak farward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Russell Beckley 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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ovember 1,2005 11:36 AM 

Senator Carl Levin 
US. Senate 
269 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Levin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would bave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Sawgle 
. .  

cc: 

, .  ,. 
The Federa Commmications Commission 
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Gloria Cagley 
P.O>Box381 ,NonnanPark,GA31771 

Senator Johnny Isakson 

__ - .,. , . .. 
' ~' , "n i 
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OEC 3 0 2005 \ 
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US. Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' VCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessuy. Ir. addition, i! would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Gloria Cagley 

. .  , .  ) ,  

, .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission : . 1 ' .  J Y ' :  ,, 
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Cheryl Zenner r\x.d-J . nC. \ 
3387 Chickee lane, Margate, FL 33063-8368 

". L 

November1,2005 11:lZAM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9 6 4 5  

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Zenner 
I ,  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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7 Brimstone Circle, Newton, NH 03858 

November 1,2005 11:31 AM 

Representative Jeb Bradley 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1218 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bradley: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Mary Russell 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Senator Norm Coleman 
US.  Senate 
320 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Coleman: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does no! require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Brandenburg 
. .  

cc: . ,  

The Federal Communications Commission I .  I : 
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Daniel Nichols 

7766 Barren River Rd , Bowling Green, KY 42 

Senator Mitch McConnell 
US.  Senate 
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November 1,2005 11:02 AM DEL 3 0 2005 

361-A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator McConnell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Nichols 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Representative Shelley Capito , ' ' 

US. House of Representatives 
143 1 Longworth House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-COO1 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Capito: ... 
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someme who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituent8 who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential arid rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
fedeial law does nBt Iequire companies to recovq or "paw along" these ftcs to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fotward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Danielle Smith 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



495 Old Boston RD. #32 , Batavia, OH 45103 

Renresentative Jean Schmidt 

DiC 3 0 2005 1 

U. S. House of Representatives 
238 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Schmidt: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Comniissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessaqr. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Melody Higle 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission . .. . 
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111 E G r d n e r  Rd . Westminster. MA 01473 

Senator John Kerry 
US.Senate 
304Russell SenateOUiceBuilding 
Washington,DC 2051O-oOo1 

Subject Re: Federal-State Joint Boardon Universal ServiceCC D a k e t  %-45 

D e a r  Senator Kerry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 

Fund (USF) collwtion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and ne&rs, 
willbenegatively impactedby t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p r o d b y  theFCC. 

As you know,USFiscurrently collededonarevenueb. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
thatsystem toaflat fee,that m~nsthataomeonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,pays thesame 
amount into tbehmdaswmeonewhouses rerominutesof longdistanceamonth. Comtituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely shodd not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-lumelong distanceuse2.a,likestudents,p~~dwirelessusers,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income reaidential and Nrd consumem, to give up their phones due to unafford&le monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USFfrom hghwlume  tolow-volume users is radical andunn-ssary. In addition. it would havea 
highly detrimental effect on small businems all acres America. 
TheKeepUSFF~airCoalition,ofwhichIama member, keepmeinformedabout theUSFismewithmonthllg newlettersandup 
todateinfomationon their.nrebsite,includinglinks toFCCinfonnation. WhileIamawarethat federallawdoeanot require 
companiestor-vel;or"ssalong"thssefses totbeircustomel4thereality isthat they do. AsaconmmerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCg-toanumbers taxed,mysewicewillmatmore. Andamordingto theCoalitionirecent 
meetingswith top FCC officials, the FCC has plana to change toafh t  fee system soon and without legidation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theiJsueandcontinuetospreadthe-*dtomycommunity. Irequest you- 
along my concerns to theFCC on my behalf. letting them knowhowa flat fee taxcould disproportionately affect those in your 
constituencq. 

Thank youfo~qo~icontinuedwo~kand1 lookforward tohearing about yourpositionon thismatter 

Sincerely. 

Vicki Iiurd 
. ,  

cc: 

The Fedeml Communications Commission . .  
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gregory beamish I 
\ 42 hentley cir , lancaster, NY 14086 

November 30,2005 10:58 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US.  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

gregory heamish 

cc: 
FCC General'Email Box 
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Senator Mike DeWine 
US.  Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Sub.iect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or I'p: i along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charge, irly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent m, .ings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, , , 

thomas justice 

. .  ~. cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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I 1175 Northstar Dr , Petaluma, CA 94954 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
US. Senate 
I12 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer. 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Lommunications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Frank stankis 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Sara Shepherd \ 

108 Sinclair Drive, SE , Eatonton,, GA 31024-7619 DEL 3 Q LUU3 \ L 

Senator Johnny Isakson 
US.  Senate 
120 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

her 30,2005 11:14 PM 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Isakson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fomard to bearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Sara Shepherd 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

., 

,.. . 



I -- .'I , . f ? q r $ J  . ,  { L Piotrowski 
2605 Harlem Rd , Buffalo, NY 14225 
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November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to apread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

L Piotrowski 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Comlhission 
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Wilbert Warner I ,.-*. I 
7201 Heritage Dr. , Cheyenne, WY 82009 I I ULL y u LUU 
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Representative Barbara Cubin 
U.S. House of Representatives 
11 14 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC :r)515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federa'-S .d on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Cul 

I have serious concerns reg iuhg  the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neigl bors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordablc ionthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across .America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue m~ monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While. 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the real. 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans I J 

change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

7 aware that 
is that 
.vice 

Wilhert Warner 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Terry Kelly 
727 Horseback Road, Levant, ME 04456 
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~ ~ I l i :  i. 

Senator Olympia Snowe 
US.  Senate 
154 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

-" . .. -, . .. 
i , -  I i 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9 6 4 " .  ...-'-.' -' 

Dear Senator Snowe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me: 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF kom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Kelly 

cc. 
The Federal Communications Coinmission 



116 Green St ,  Tamaqua, PA 18252 

mber 1,2005 1053 AM 

Representative Tim Holden 
U S .  House of Representatives 
2417 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Holden: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones diie to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Edward Neville 
, .  

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 


